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Abstract 
Concern remains regarding the efficacy of legal sanctions to reduce drink driving behaviours 
among repeat offenders.  The present study examined the impact of traditional legal 
sanctions (e.g., fines and licence disqualification periods), non-legal sanctions, alcohol 
consumption and the frequency of recent offending behaviour(s) on intentions to re-offend for 
a group of recidivist drink drivers (N = 166).   The analysis indicated that participants 
perceived legal sanctions to be severe, but not entirely certain nor swift.  In addition, self-
reported recent drink driving behaviours and alcohol consumption levels were identified as 
predictors of future intentions to drink and drive.  The findings of the study confirm the popular 
assumption that some repeat offenders are impervious to the threat and application of legal 
sanctions and suggests that additional interventions such as alcohol treatment programs are 
required if the drinking and driving sequence is to be broken for this population. 
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The Present Context 
Sustained policing efforts in combination with the implementation of a range of 
countermeasures have resulted in considerable reductions in the prevalence of drink driving 
in the past 15 years for the general motoring population (Mayhew et al., 2002; Voas & 
Tippetts, 2002).  However, current enforcement practices appear to be less effective in 
reducing alcohol-impaired driving among “hard-core” repeat offenders (Marques et al., 1998; 
Nadeau, 2002; Yu, 2000).  This group is commonly known as recidivist drink drivers and may 
best be defined as motorists who drive repeatedly after drinking alcohol, have more than one 
proven drink driving offence, are often apprehended with high blood alcohol concentration 
(BAC) readings, and appear resistant to emotional appeal or the threat of criminal sanctions 
(Beirness et al., 1997).   
 
The proportion of recidivist drink drivers on public roads is surprisingly large, as research 
consistently demonstrates that between 20 to 30% of convicted offenders have a prior drink 
driving offence (Brewer et al., 1994; Brown et al., 2002; Bryant, 2002).  Repeat offenders are 
a major social and road safety concern as they are at the greatest risk of being involved in an 
alcohol related crash (Brewer et al., 1994; Nadeau, 2002) and are therefore disproportionately 
represented in crash statistics (Brewer, 1994; Queensland Transport, 2003; Simpson & 
Mayhew, 1991).   
 
Legal Sanctions  
The gravity of the problem is reflected in the wide variety of countermeasures that are 
currently being employed throughout the motorised world to reduce the prevalence of re-
offending.  These include: fines, licence disqualification periods, vehicle impoundment, 
offender confinement, special licence tags, publishing of offenders’ names in newspapers, 
electronic monitoring, rehabilitation programs and installation of alcohol ignition interlocks to 
offenders’ vehicles (Beirness et al., 1997; Harding et al., 1989).  However, legal sanctions 
consisting of both a period of licence suspension and monetary fine remain the major 
sentencing option for convicted drink drivers in a number of countries. For the general 
population, a large volume of North American literature has demonstrated that formal 
sanctions such as licence disqualification periods are one of the most effective methods for 
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reducing further drink driving offences (Jones & Lacey, 1991; McArthur & Kraus, 1999; 
Nichols & Ross, 1990; Sadler & Perrine, 1984).  The effectiveness of licence sanctions can 
also extend beyond drink driving offences, as research has demonstrated licensing sanctions 
can improve overall road safety by reducing the general level of traffic violations and crashes 
(DeYoung, 1997; Mann et al., 1991; Nichols & Ross, 1990; Peck, 1991). 
 
Compared to the large volume of comprehensive reviews on the effects of licensing sanctions 
in deterring recidivism for the general public (Nichols & Ross, 1990; Watson, 1998), very few 
studies have specifically examined the direct effects of legal penalties on repeat offenders’ 
drink driving behaviour (Yu, 2000). Despite the lack of research, there is a general consensus 
that the application of legal sanctions alone does not produce long-term behaviour change, 
and consequently, are not extremely effective in reducing drink driving amongst recidivist 
offenders (Beirness et al., 1997; Brewer et al., 1994; Longest, 1999; Marques et al., 1998; Yu, 
2000). In summary, the overwhelming evidence of high levels of repeat offending in a number 
of countries  (Brewer et al., 1994; Sheehan, 1993; Wiliszowski et al., 1996), suggests that 
licensing sanctions generally fail to deter habitual offenders from continuing to drink and drive 
(Yu, 2000).   
 
Deterrence Theory  
The application of legal sanctions following a conviction for drink driving has a number of 
purposes including punishment, reform, retribution and incapacitation.  However, a primary 
goal of the sanctioning process is to deter offenders from repeating the same crime in the 
future.   The Classic Deterrence Doctrine remains the predominant paradigm, which proposes 
that individuals will avoid offending behaviour(s) if they fear the perceived consequences of 
being apprehended for the act (Homel, 1988; Von Hirsch et al., 1999).  Deterrence theory is 
central to criminal justice policy (Andenaes, 1974; Cavaiola & Wuth, 2002; Piquero & 
Pogarsky, 2002) and provides the foundation for a number of drink driving countermeasures 
such as legal sanctions, random breath testing, and well-publicised media campaigns e.g., 
television and radio advertising.  The theory makes implicit assumptions regarding human 
behaviour, namely that law breaking is inversely related to the certainty, severity and 
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swiftness of punishment (Taxman & Piquero, 1998).   For drink driving, legal threats are 
proposed to be most effective when possible offenders perceive a high likelihood of 
apprehension, and believe that the impending punishment will be both severe and swift. 
Despite the enormous amount of research that has focused on the mechanisms and 
processes of deterrence, researchers readily admit that it is still not known the precise 
circumstances under which sanctions are likely to influence or change a person’s behaviour 
(Piquero & Pogarsky, 2002; Tittle, 1980).  One major limitation within the deterrence literature 
is the lack of research that has examined convicted offenders (Decker et al., 1993; Klepper & 
Nagin, 1993), but rather, the vast majority of deterrence research has focused on college 
students and the general public (Klepper & Nagin, 1993).   
In the present context, apart from general assumptions regarding the limited long-term effect 
of sanctions, little is known about the immediate deterrent effect that legal penalties have on 
repeat offenders’ drink driving behaviour (Beirness et al., 1997).  Specifically, research has 
yet to determine whether repeat offenders consider penalties to be “certain, severe and swift”, 
or why a considerable proportion continue to drink and drive despite incurring increasingly 
severe sanctions (Homel, 1988; Ross, 1982; Smith, 2003).  In addition, considering that 
research has demonstrated repeat offenders consume large amounts of alcohol (MacDonald 
& Dooley, 1993; Michiels et al., 2002; Wieczorek et al., 1992; Wiliszowski et al., 1996), 
questions remain regarding the mediating affect heavy alcohol consumption levels have on 
deterrence and intentions to re-offend.  An early indication is that for this group, severe 
sanctions reduce the likelihood of drink driving, while alcohol problems appear to increase the 
chances of re-offending (Yu, 2000).   
Non-legal Sanctions 
Since the 1970’s a number of models have stemmed from, and expanded the scope of, the 
Classic Deterrence Doctrine.  One prominent direction of theoretical change has been to 
consider the deterrent effect that non-legal sanctions have on decisions to commit an offence 
(e.g., social control theory), resulting in an increase in the number of factors proposed to 
influence criminal behaviour e.g., social disapproval, feelings of guilt. This expansion arose 
from criticisms that the Classic Deterrence Doctrine does not account for the large array of 
non-legal factors that may affect behaviour, as it is recognised that penalties are not applied 
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within a social vacuum (Anderson et al., 1977; Berger & Snortum, 1986; Sherman, 1993; 
Vingilis, 1990; Williams & Hawkins, 1986).  
 
Considering that a significant proportion of drink drivers continue to offend whilst remaining 
undetected (Smith, 2003; Wiliszowski et al., 1996), it is of practical and theoretical importance 
to investigate whether informal sanctions can provide a deterrent effect on offending 
behaviour(s).  An alternative model of deterrence was implemented in the current study to 
consider the effects of non-legal sanctions on drink driving behaviour.  This model was 
developed by Homel (1988) and was originally constructed to investigate the deterrent effect 
of random breath testing in New South Wales, as well as the deterrent impact of severe 
versus light penalties imposed on drink drivers.  This criminal event model (which is an 
elaboration of Gibb’s 1975 deterrence model) draws on rational choice and prospect theories 
and suggests that both legal and non-legal sanctions affect a person’s drink driving behaviour.  
 
The model consists of four main factors that are proposed to influence offending behaviour, 
which are:  
(a) traditional legal control mechanisms that are considered to pose a threat of 
material loss (e.g., fines and licence disqualification)  
(b) stigma resulting from informal sanctions (e.g., peer disapproval),  
(c) guilt feelings from internalisation of norms (e.g., feeling guilty or ashamed),  
(d) the risk of physical deprivation (e.g., an accident or damaging one’s vehicle). 
 
Similar to formal sanctions, very little research has examined the self-reported effect of social 
disapproval, internal loss or physical injury on repeat offenders’ drink driving behaviours.  And 
as a result, little is known about the social forces that may influence repeat offenders’ 
decisions to drink and drive, whether such offenders are concerned about being injured from 
the offence or even recognise the seriousness of their behaviour.  Early indications suggest 
that peers and friends may actively encourage and condone drink driving for this group (Ahlin 
et al., 2002; Smith, 2003) and that repeat offenders may not consider drink driving a serious 
threat to their health (Wiliszowski, et al. 1996).   
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In summary, the present study aimed to conduct an exploratory investigation into the self-
reported experiences of legal and non-legal sanctions for a group of repeat offenders, and 
what impact these experiences have on further intentions to drink and drive.  The majority of 
previous research has focused primarily on summative outcome measures such as recidivism, 
crash and fatality rates (Fitzpatrick, 1992; Popkin, 1994), despite growing concerns regarding 
the accuracy and validity of the approach to provide an accurate reflection of the prevalence 
of drink driving on public roads (Beirness et al., 1997; Cavaiola & Wuth, 2002; Fitzpatrick, 
1992; Homel et al., 1988; Popkin, 1994; Voas, 1982; Wells-Parker et al., 1995).   Specifically, 
the probability of being apprehended for drink driving remains relatively low (Homel et al., 
1988;  Fitzpatrick, 1992; Voas, 1982) and is highly dependent upon the level and 
effectiveness of law enforcement activities in a particular jurisdiction.  As a result, it may be of 
value to look beyond archival data and consider additional data sources to gain a greater 
understanding of the impact of current sentencing practices on habitual offenders.   
 
The present research formed part of a larger study that examined the implementation of an 
alcohol ignition interlock program in Queensland.  The program consisted of a period of 
licence disqualification combined with a drink driving rehabilitation program before interlock 
installation.  This paper reports only on the first phase that involved the licence disqualification 
period.  The study focuses on three main research questions: 
 
a) How do repeat offenders perceive the certainty, severity and swiftness of sanctions?  
b) Are repeat offenders concerned about social sanctions, feel guilty, or worry about 
being injured from drink driving?  
c) What deterrent factors influence intentions to re-offend? 
 
Method 
 
Participants  
A total of 166 recidivist drink drivers volunteered to participate in the study. There were 149 
males and 17 females in the study.   
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Materials 
Demographic Survey 
A questionnaire was developed to collect demographic information such as the age, 
employment, marital status, and level of income of participants.  The Demographic Survey 
also incorporated questions that relate to the frequency of participants’ past drink driving 
behaviours over their lifetime, and in the last six months, as well as intentions to drink and 
drive again in the future.   
 
Deterrence Questionnaire 
A second questionnaire employed in the study, referred to as the Deterrence Questionnaire 
(DQ), collected a variety of information focusing on participants’ experiences and perceptions 
of legal and non-legal sanctions.  The DQ consists of 16 questions, with two to three items 
focusing on each of the six deterrent factors e.g., certainty, severity, swiftness and social, 
internal and physical loss.  Participants were required to respond on a 10-point scale (1 = 
strongly disagree, 5 = unsure, 10 = strongly agree). The piloting process revealed that 
participants experienced difficulty responding to large numbers of likert scaled questions.  As 
a result, a 10-point scale was predominantly implemented to measure perceptions of legal 
and non-legal sanctions, with 5-point likert scales reserved for the measurement of concrete 
factors (e.g., intentions to re-offend).   Examples of items include: “When I drink and drive, I 
am concerned that I might lose my friends’ respect” (social loss), “When I drink and drive I 
feel guilty afterwards” (internal loss), “When I drink and drive I worry that I might get injured or 
hurt” (physical loss), “The penalty I have received for drink driving has caused a considerable 
impact on my life” (severity).  Abstract words such as severity and certainty were excluded 
from the questionnaire as participants experienced comprehension difficulties during the 
piloting process.    
 
Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) 
Participants’ alcohol consumption levels were measured by the AUDIT, which is a 10-item 
scale designed to facilitate the early detection of hazardous or harmful drinking levels 
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(Saunders et al., 1993).  The scale was developed for non-specialist settings, and is used 
primarily as a screening instrument that identifies people who may have a drinking problem 
(Saunders et al., 1993).  Eight of the questions are scored on a 5-point likert scale and two 
scored on a 3-point scale.  A total score of eight or more indicates a pattern of hazardous or 
harmful alcohol consumption levels and a score of 13 or more reflects alcohol dependence 
(Bergman, Hubicka, Laurell, & Schlyter et al., 2000; Conigrave, Hall & Saunders, 1995).   
 
Procedure 
Participation was on a voluntary basis and withdrawal was permitted from the study at any 
time, without inquiry. Queensland probation officers provided a list of individuals who agreed 
to participate in the research and data were collected through structured interviews via two 
procedures.  Firstly, the majority of participants (79.5%, n = 132) were interviewed at their 
local Community Corrections regional centre after they had met with their probation officer.  
Only the researcher and the participant were present during the interview.  Secondly, when 
face-to-face interviews were not possible due to logistical problems (e.g., time and travel) 
telephone interviews were conducted at a convenient time for participants (20.5%, n = 34).  
Both forms of interviews took approximately 20-30 minutes to complete1.  Participants signed 
a “Statement of Release” consent form that allowed the researcher to obtain information 
regarding previous traffic and non-traffic convictions that was provided by the Queensland 
Police Service and Queensland Transport.  
 
Results 
Characteristics of Sample 
The average age of the participants was 37, with a range from 20 to 67.  In summary, the 
majority of participants were male Caucasians who were mostly employed (66.3%), on a full-
time basis in blue-collar occupations, earning approximately $12,000 - $35,000.  There was 
considerable variation in the level of participants’ education and more than half the sample 
reported currently being in a relationship.  The socio-demographic characteristics of the 
                                                 
1 Between groups analysis revealed no significant differences between those interviewed face-to-face 
compared to over the phone, nor individuals who were to install interlocks compared to those who 
completed only the drink driving rehabilitation program, on a number of key research outcomes such as 
perceptual deterrence factors (e.g., legal and non-legal deterrence) or self-reported offending 
behaviour(s). 
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sample are comparable to recent studies that have focused on drink driving repeat offenders 
apprehended in Queensland (Buchanan, 1995; Ferguson et al., 2000).   On average 
participants were disqualified from driving for approximately 15 months (range 6-60mths), the 
majority received a $500 fine, and were placed on a probation order on average for 16 
months (range 6-36mths)2.  In the current context, magistrates usually waive the traditional 
monetary sanction in lieu of paying a $500 fee to enrol in a drink driving rehabilitation program 
which participants in the current study were also required to complete while they were on a 
probation order. In general, participants had been convicted of approximately three drink 
driving offences (M = 2.86, range 2-7), and their BAC reading for the most recent offence was 
on average three times the legal limit (M = .155, range .05-.317mg%).   
 
Self-reported Drinking and Drink Driving Behaviours 
For self-reported offending behaviours (Table 1), the majority reported drink driving more than 
10 times in their lifetime, were offending regularly in the 6 months before their most recent 
apprehension, and started drink driving at a relatively young age (i.e., 19 yrs)3.  The high 
frequency of self-reported drink driving provides support for a body of research which 
proposes that official recidivism rates are not an accurate indicator of the prevalence of drink 
driving on public roads (Fitzpatrick, 1992; Lambert & Hill, 1994; Popkin, 1994; Wells-Parker et 
al., 1995). A noteworthy finding was that despite recently being sanctioned and placed on a 
probation order, three participants reported it extremely likely they would re-offend (1.8%), six 
report it likely (3.6%), a relatively large sample of 30 were unsure (18.1%), whilst 58 (34.9%) 
believed it unlikely and 69 (41.6%) reported it very unlikely.  In regards to drinking behaviours, 
the majority of participants in the sample consumed relatively high levels of alcohol, with 113 
(68.1%) classified as consuming harmful levels and 67 of those participants being classified 
as alcohol dependent (59%).  The mean AUDIT score was 11.05 (median = 11.00), ranging 
from 1 to 28, with a reliability score of .74.  Twelve (7.2%) were attempting to abstain from 
drinking alcohol at the time of interviewing.   
                                                 
2 Despite the considerable variability of participants’ sentences, no bivariate relationships were evident 
between the length of sanctions and perceptions of such sanctions. 
3 Some participants did not acknowledge drink driving, or only on one occasion, which is consistent 
with previous research indicating offenders often present with a multitude of defences and general 
tendencies of denial and/or minimization (Cavaiola & Wuth, 2002). 
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Insert Table 1. 
 
 
Perceptions of Legal and Non-legal Sanctions  
Participants’ self-reported perceptions of legal and non-legal sanctions are presented in Table 
2. The procedure to divide respondents’ scores on the 10-point scale into low, medium and 
high categories was based on the principle of natural breaks in the distribution of scores4. In 
regards to Classical Deterrence, only half the sample perceived the chances of being 
apprehended for drink driving to be high (51.8%), as 26.5% reported the probability as low, 
and 21.7% were undecided (M = 6.27).  For perceived severity, the majority reported 
sanctions to be severe, indicating that recently incurred sanctions produced a considerable 
impact upon their lives (86.2%, M = 8.35). However, it is noted that 23 participants did not 
consider their penalties for drink driving to be severe.  Similar to perceived certainty, a 
considerable proportion reported the time between apprehension and conviction to be long 
(43.4%), a further 41% were undecided, and only 15.5% considered application of sanctions 
to be swift.   
 
For non-legal sanctions, the majority of participants did not report being concerned about 
social sanctions, such as informing their friends of their drink driving behaviours and 
conviction (74.6%, M = 2.86).  However, greater variability was evident for internal and 
physical loss, as 42.2% of participants reported feeling guilty after drink driving and 40.4% 
were concerned about injuring themselves or damaging their vehicle.  
 
 
Insert Table 2. 
 
Predictors of Intentions to Re-offend  
The third part of the study aimed to examine the relationship between perceptions of 
sanctions and intentions to re-offend.  A logistic regression analysis was performed to 
examine the contributions of recent drink driving behaviours, the Classic Deterrence Doctrine 
(e.g., certainty, severity & swiftness), non-legal sanctions (social, internal & physical), and 
                                                 
4 Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated for each of the deterrence subscales: 
certainty = .89, severity = .81, swiftness = .89, social loss = .95, internal loss = .97 & physical 
loss = .93 
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alcohol consumption levels (independent variables) to the prediction of future intentions to 
drink and drive (dependent variable).  The flexibility of logistic regression was chosen after 
examination of the descriptive statistics revealed breaches of normality, linearity and 
homoscedasticity (Tibachnick & Fidell, 1996).  Intentions to drink and drive in the future was 
measured on a five point likert scale (Extremely Unlikely = 1 to Extremely Likely = 5) and was 
collapsed into two categories: (a) the “deterred” group who reported that they would not drink 
and drive again in the future (scores = 1 or 2), and (b) the “undeterred” group who reported 
either intending to drink and drive (scores of 4 or 5) and those who reported being “unsure” 
about avoiding drink driving (score = 3).  Participants who reported being “unsure” (e.g., score 
of 3) were included in the “undeterred” group because it is proposed that the principles of 
deterrence had not been sufficiently met if participants were unable to report that they would 
avoid drink driving in the future, despite recently being heavily penalised for the offence (e.g., 
licence disqualification & probation order).   
Examination of the bivariate correlations between the variables and intentions to re-offend 
demonstrated five (albeit weak) significant relationships, as reported in Table 3.  Intentions to 
re-offend appear to have a positive relationship with self-reported frequency of drink driving in 
the past 6 months prior to apprehension (τ = .22**), and alcohol consumption levels (τ  = .17*), 
and a negative relationship with the severity of sanctions (τ = -.17*), and the three non-legal 
sanctions: social (τ  = -.14*), internal (τ  = -.11) and physical loss (τ  = -.14*)5.   
 
Insert Table 3 
 
Table 4 depicts the variables in each model, the regression coefficients, as well as the Wald 
and odds ratio values.  Self-reported frequency of drink driving in the last six months prior to 
participants’ most recent apprehension and conviction was entered in the first step to examine, 
as well as control for, the influence of recent offending behaviour(s) before the inclusion of the 
proposed deterrent factors. As expected, participants who report regularly drinking and driving 
                                                 
5 Given the non-normal distribution of the data, rank-order correlations (e.g., Kendall’s Tau) were 
computed in the place of Pearson’s correlations to reduce the influence of distribution anomalies. 
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in the last six months before their most recent conviction were most likely to indicate that they 
would drink and drive again in the future, p = .001.    
 
Next, the three Classic Deterrence Factors (certainty, severity & swiftness) were entered in 
combination with the three non-legal sanctions (social, internal & physical loss) and alcohol 
consumption levels to assess whether the proposed deterrent influences improved the 
prediction of drink driving intentions over and above recent drink driving behaviours (Step 2).  
The additional variables collectively were significant, with a chi-square statistic of X² (7, N = 
166) = 14.81, p = .03.    The model indicates that as alcohol consumption levels increase, so 
does the likelihood that offenders will report future intentions to drink and drive (p = .009).   
 
Supporting previous research (Baum, 1999; Green, 1989; Loxley & Smith, 1991; Norstrom, 
1978), perceptions regarding the certainty of apprehension did not contribute to the prediction 
of repeat offenders’ decisions to drink and drive again.  In addition, perceived severity of legal 
sanctions did not predict those most likely re-offend.  Despite this, it is noted that perceptions 
of severe sanctions were negatively associated with intentions to re-offend (τ = -.16*).  Social 
and internal loss were also negatively associated with intentions to re-offend (τ = -.14* & τ = -
.11*, respectively), but were not supported in the current model as they did not predict those 
most likely to re-offend in the presence of the other legal sanctions and alcohol consumption 
measure. Finally, the perceived swiftness of sanctions and internal loss did not contribute to 
the prediction of further intentions to drink and drive.   
 
Several additional regression models were estimated to determine the sensitivity of the 
results.  A test of the full model with all eight predictors entered together, as well as the two 
models entered separately, confirmed the same significant predictors (e.g., drink driving 
behaviour and alcohol consumption).  Forward and Backward Stepwise Regression identified 
the same predictors.  Inclusion of the number of previous DUI convictions, BAC levels and 
socio-demographic characteristics did not increase the predictive value of the model.   
 
 
 
Insert Table 4. 
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Discussion 
Self-reported Experiences 
The present research aimed to investigate the self-reported impact of some legal and non-
legal sanctions on a group of recidivist drink drivers.  In regard to participants’ experiences of 
legal sanctions, the majority of the sample reported current penalties to be severe, although 
not entirely swift.  The first finding is encouraging, as severe sanctions have proven vital for 
deterrence theory, and the reduction of future drink driving offences (Sadler et al., 1991; 
Siskind, 1996; Vingilis et al., 1990).  However, despite being recently apprehended and 
convicted of the offence, a considerable proportion did not consider the chances of being 
apprehended to be high, which is reflected in the self-reported frequency of their past 
offending behaviour(s).   
 
A further concern is that despite being recently convicted and placed on a probation order, 
almost a quarter of the sample (23.5%) did not or could not report being certain that they 
would avoid drink driving again in the future.  This finding provides support for the assertion 
that legal sanctions applied in isolation are not very effective in reducing drink driving among 
repeat offenders (Beirness et al., 1997; Marques et al., 1998; Nadeau, 2002; Yu, 2000).  An 
exploratory investigation into the effect of non-legal sanctions revealed that the greatest 
proportion of participants did not report concern about informing friends of their drink driving 
behaviours or conviction. Whilst it is difficult to confirm from these findings the theory that 
social sanctions decrease with offence history (Dana, 2001; Nagin & Paternoster, 1991; 
Nagin & Pograsky, 2001), the study supports a small body of research that indicates a 
considerable proportion of repeat offenders may not be heavily influenced by peer and/or 
social disapproval resulting from their drink driving behaviour(s) (Ahlin et al., 2002; Smith, 
2003).   
 
One possible reason for the failure of social sanctions to provide a deterrent impact is that 
informal sanctions may be developmental and age specific (Piquero & Pogarsky, 2002).   
That is, peer approval or disapproval may be most salient during adolescent development, as 
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teenagers are concerned about peer attitudes.  Given that the mean age in the current 
sample was 37, older participants may be less concerned about what their friends think and 
believe about their drink driving behaviour(s).  In fact, the findings tentatively provide support 
for the theory of a “beer culture” (MacDonald & Dooley, 1993; Mookherjee, 1984) and indicate 
that the social network of offenders may yet be found to negate the deterrent threat from 
formal sanctions (Ahlin et al., 2002; Berger & Snortum, 1986; Homel, 1988; Nagin & 
Paternoster, 1991; Tittle, 1980; Von Hirsch et al., 1999).  It remains possible this group may 
be immersed within an environment where heavy alcohol consumption and driving after 
drinking are accepted.  The application of social learning models that consider both 
experiential and vicarious experiences (Stafford & Warr, 1993) may prove fruitful in further 
research that attempts to highlight contributing factors associated with re-offending 
behaviour(s).   
 
However, for both internal and physical loss, a surprising number (42.2% & 40.4%, 
respectively) reported feeling guilty after drink driving as well as worrying about being injured 
(or damaging one’s vehicle) from the behaviour.  These findings are encouraging as they 
suggest that some repeat offenders may recognise that drink driving is inappropriate (hence 
feeling guilty about breaking internalised norms), and believe that drink driving is a health risk.  
This latter finding provides preliminary support for the proposition that injuring oneself after 
drinking may act as a deterrent against drink driving (Baum, 1999; Homel, 1988; Norstrum, 
1978), although it is recognised that this factor was not a significant predictor in the current 
multivariate model.  Further research is needed to determine whether repeat offenders’ drink 
driving behaviours can be influenced by current media campaigns that focus on the moral and 
physical consequences of drink driving e.g., injuring oneself or others in accidents.  
 
Predictors of Further Offences 
Investigation into the factors associated with intentions to re-offend revealed that self-reported 
behaviours, rather than perceptions, were the best predictors of further offences.  Firstly, a 
considerable proportion of the sample reported drink driving frequently over their lifetime, as 
well as in the last six months before their most recent apprehension.  In addition, regularly 
drink driving in the last six months before participants’ most recent conviction was the best 
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predictor of future intentions to drink and drive.  At one level, these results confirm the current 
assumption that repeat offenders are immune or resistant to the threat of legal sanctions 
(Beirness et al., 1997; Marques et al., 1998; Nadeau, 2002; Yu, 2000), and highlight that their 
drink driving behaviours are highly entrenched.  However, the findings also indicate that 
continually offending while avoiding punishment may be a powerful moderator of behaviour, 
which has recently been proposed to be more influential than punishment itself e.g., 
punishment avoidance (Piquero & Paternoster, 1998; Piquero & Pogarsky, 2002).   
 
Secondly, in line with previous research that has proposed heavy alcohol consumption 
increases offending behaviours (Baum, 1999; Yu, 2000), participants in the current study who 
reported higher alcohol consumption levels were also more likely to report intentions to re-
offend in the future. The study supports previous research that has demonstrated repeat 
offenders consume harmful levels of alcohol (MacDonald & Dooley, 1993; Wieczorek et al., 
1992; Wiliszowski et al., 1996).  In addition, the result highlights the serious and deleterious 
effects that heavy alcohol consumption levels have not only on deterrence but also traffic 
safety.  It appears that heavy drinking behaviours may be “overriding” the deterrent 
mechanisms proposed to stop the offending behaviour, and that alcohol has a strong 
influence on patterns of behaviour.  From this it may be proposed that popular 
countermeasures such as sanctioning offenders and traditional education-based drink driving 
programs may not elicit the necessary motivation and provide the necessary treatment for 
some offenders to break the drinking cycle.   Severe punishments will always remain crucial 
to maintain public confidence in the criminal system (Babor et al., 2003), but there may also 
be a need to look beyond sanctions and punishment and consider the underlying causes of 
the offending behaviour e.g., treatment for alcohol problems.   
 
A final significant finding to emerge from the study was that the two models of deterrence 
were not greatly efficient in predicting offenders’ future drinking driving behaviours. This 
assertion is not new as a number of researchers have reviewed the deterrence theory as 
problematic (Gibbs, 1975; Zimring & Hawkins, 1973), and a plethora of individual and 
environmental factors have been proposed to influence decisions to drink and drive (Thurman 
et al., 1993).  Whilst the primary aim of the study was not to predict those who will continue to 
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drink and drive, the relatively low correlations between the variables and the small odds ratio 
values in the regression analyses suggest that legal and non-legal sanctions are not very 
powerful predictors of future intentions to drink and drive.  What remains evident is that 
alcohol consumption in combination with legal and non-legal sanctions do not appear to be 
the only factors that influence repeat offenders’ intentions to re-offend.      
 
Study Limitations 
Some limitations of the study were identified.  Participants were not randomly selected.  The 
accuracy of the self-reported data remains susceptible to self-reporting bias, especially 
responses that focus on further offending behaviours.  Furthermore, it remains uncertain 
whether stated intentions are effective predictors of future behaviours.  The relatively small 
sample size limits statistical power and the inclusion of other variables in the analyses (e.g., 
socio-demographic characteristics).  The DQ scale developed for the present research 
requires further validation and amendment with a larger sample size. In addition, the findings 
may be heavily influenced by a positive “experiential” effect, as the majority of participants 
were recently sanctioned and on probation, and the stability of offender perceptions over 
longer periods of time has yet to be determined.    
 
Taken together, the findings indicate that apart from incapacitating or deterring offenders from 
committing similar offences, licence disqualification periods may not provide a long-term 
effect for problem offenders. Such offenders may need to address harmful and/or 
irresponsible drinking behaviours, before the drinking and driving sequence can be 
successfully broken.  Furthermore, if the principles of deterrence are to remain a driving force 
in the reduction of re-offending, the challenge for researchers and policy makers is to develop 
sentencing strategies and police enforcement practices that increase perceptions of arrest 
certainty and severity e.g., increased police presence, targeted apprehension tactics at high 
alcohol times.  However, it is noted that ongoing faith in the processes of deterrence should 
not diminish the need for a variety of countermeasures to deal effectively with the problem of 
drink driving.  
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Table 1. Self-reported Offending History 
 Frequency n % Frequency n % 
 
Lifetime offending:    Last six months: 
  Never        3  1.8   Never   66 39.7 
  Once or twice     10  6.0   Once or twice 26 15.7 
  Three to five     21 12.7   Three to five  22 13.3 
  Six to ten     19 11.4   Six to ten  22 13.3 
  More than ten   113 68.1   More than ten 30 18.0 
 
Intentions to drink & drive again:   Age at first drink driving event: 
 Extremely unlikely  67 40.4   M = 19.72 
 Unlikely   60 36.1   S.D. = 5.48 
 Unsure    30 18.1   Range = 15 - 45 
  Likely       6   3.6 
  Extremely likely    3   1.8 
 
 
 
Table 2. Self-reported Measures of Legal and Non-legal Deterrence 
 
 Perceptions Mean   (SD)   Low  Unsure High 
 
Certainty 6.34 2.97 26.5% (n = 44) 21.7% (n =36) 51.8% (n = 86) 
Severity 8.35 2.22  9.0% (n = 15) 4.8% (n =  8) 86.2% (n =143) 
Swiftness 4.42 2.22 43.4% (n = 72) 41% (n =68) 15.6% (n = 26) 
 
Social Loss 2.86 2.95 74.7% (n =124) 6.0% (n =10) 19.3% (n = 32) 
Internal Loss 4.44 3.62 54.8% (n =  91) 3.0% (n =  5) 42.2% (n = 70) 
Physical Loss 5.05 3.35 49.4% (n =  82) 10.2% (n =17) 40.4% (n = 67) 
 
 
 
Table 4.Logistic Regression Analysis with Intentions to Re-offend as the Dependent Variable 
 
   Variables  B SE Wald p Odds ratio  95% C.I. Exp (B) 
 Lower Upper 
 
Step 1 
  D.D. Last 6 mths1 .41** .12 11.62 .001 1.51 1.19 1.92  
 
  Model Chi-Square 12.27**  (df = 1)  
 
Step 2 
  D.D. Last 6 mths1 .29* .135 4.83 .028 1.34 1.03 1.75 
  Certainty2 .06 .07 .73 .394 1.06 .92 1.21 
  Severity2 -.14 .09 2.53 .111 .87 .74 1.03 
  Swiftness2 .01 .08 .03 .874 1.01 .86 1.19 
  Social2  -.12 .10 1.48 .223 .89 .74 1.07 
  Internal2 .01 .07 .01 .935 1.01 .87 1.16 
  Physical2 -.14 .07 3.34 .068 .87 .76 1.01 
  Alcohol3 .09** .04 6.86 .009 1.10 1.02 1.17 
 
  Model Chi-Square 27.08**  (df = 8) 
  Block Chi-Square  14.81*    (df = 7) 
 
Note. DD in last 6 mths = Frequency of drink driving in the last six months; 1 = 5 point scale, 2 
= 10 point scale, 3 = 40 point scale, * p<.05, **p <.01.
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Table 3. Intercorrelations Between Perceptual Deterrence and Self-reported Intentions to Re-offend 
 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1.Intentions to re-offend 1 .73** .26** .16* .04 .02 -.12 -.01 -.12 -.13* -.12* .08 
2. Intentions to re-offend  1 .22** .07 .04 .00 -.17* .03 -.14* -.12 -.14* .14* 
3. No. of DD in last six months   1 .32** .09 -.06 -.05 .04 -.25** -.14* -.10 .08 
4. No. of DD in lifetime    1 .20** -.17** .03 .05 -.04 -.08 -.07 .07 
5. No. of drink driving convictions     1 .05 -.04 .01 -.06 -.15* -.14* -.01 
6. Certainty      1 .03 -.05 .00 .05 .14** -.09 
7. Severity        1 .11 .08 .03 .03 .02 
8. Swiftness        1 -.12* -.10 .03 -.07 
9. Social          1 .40** .03 .17** 
10. Internal           1 .40** .01 
11. Physical            1 .01 
12. AU   DIT 1            
Note. ¹ Variable dichotomised for logistic regression, * p <.05, **p <.01 (two-tailed) 
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